■oT«aber 9, 1966* 


V 


** cord o f I* 'leico 


*DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM for the president 

SUBJECT: Recommended FT68-72 Strategic Offensive end Defensive Force. CTO 

v v.„. retrieved our Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces for 

FT68-72 in preparation .re*’"" 

we: 

1. Complete development of and deploy a 1 Hl^ed 
POSEIDON, for an incremental $705 million in 
TT68, and $3.3 billion in FT6B-72. Plan on a 
total of 31 POSEIDON submarines. 

2. Maintain 1000 MINUTEMAN missiles, consisting 
bv FT72 of 600 MINUTEMAN IIs and 400,111s, the 
latter vith improved third stages imd Multiple 
Independent Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) .for 
$1.2 billion in FT68, $3.6 billion in PT68-72. 

3 Procure area penetration aids for all MINUTOJAN 
and terminal penetration aids for M^UTmAN III, 
at an FT68 investment cost of $55 million and a 
total of $95 million in PY68-72 invesraent.Com- 
niete development of POLARIS penetration aids and 
oreserve a 1970 Operational Availability Date (0AD), 
but disapprove a JCS recommendation for procure- 
ment in FT68 of penetration aids for POLARIS. Pro- 
curement of these would cost $300 million in in- 
vestment in T768-72. 

4. Adopt a 1.5 crev-to-aircraft ratio and a 432 
alert rate for the strategic bomber force in- 
stead of continuation of JCS recommended l.B 
crew ratio and 532 alert rate; approve in prin- 
ciple a bomber dispersal plan and an lncr **°? 
the number of B-52s per base to 30 -“"e savings 
will result. The estimated savings are $100 million 
to FV68. and about $0.5-$1.0 billion in FT68-72. 
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5. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for full scale 
advanced follow-on bomber development In FY68; dis- 
approve the JCS recommendation to obtain firm con- 
tractor proposals for system development at an FY68 
cost of $40 million: approve, after completion of 
concept formulation, continuing component develop- 
ment at an FY68 cost of $11 million. Development, 
deploymeht and 5 year operation of 200 of these 
aircraft would cost about $8.5 billion. 

6. Extend the approved Civil Defense urogram, at an 
m8 cost of $186 million, including $10 million 
for an experimental shelter development program 
for low-cost dual purpose shelter in new non- 
Federal public and private construction. 

7. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to develop and 
deploy 12 UE F-12s in FY72 at a FY68 cost of $80 
million and a FY68-72 cost of $420 million. Dis- 
continue further F-12 development and defer until 
next year decision to modernize our air defense 
by Introducing interceptor F-llls and an Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS) . 

8. Continue to develop NIKE-X at an FY68 cost of $420 
million. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to deploy 
a light JJike-X defense against the USSR offensive 
force for a FY72 IOC at an additional FY68 cost of 
$806 million, a total deployment cost of $10.0 bil- 
lion and an annual operating cost of $250 to $350 
million. 

9. Approve a JCS recommendation for a new military 
survival measures program to develop increased fall- 
out protection capabilities for Army, Navy, Air 
Force and Marine Corps personnel. Disapprove the 
full scale program recommended by the JCS at an 
FY68-72 cost of $190 million. Approve the more 
limited, high priority elements of the program at 

an FT68-72 cost of $47 million. 

The financial implication of these recommendations are as follows: 


(Billions of Dollars) 
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It TffP CTNERAL W 3CLE ** WAP PROBLEM 


its Allies and, if deterrence fai . objectives, we design our 

those of our Allies. To accomp . Destruction - that is, the 

forces around two related concepts, Assu ocletles 0 f the USSR and/ 

clear 8 and unmistakable ^^^^^rSen Vter a surprise attack; and 
or the Chinese People s Republic (CPR) both offen9lV e 

rre^^r^i: - its 

Allies. 

Deterrence must work to gen- 

not only a massive ^rpr ^ Assured Destruction capability 

oral nuclear war from local war^ or even ltl crisis situations 

- -** ° therwi8e iea<i 

him to go to war. 

firat^trm 

reflect thetri^ce^ito pr^ectotheir^c. 

atrateglc offenslueforcesagalne J t<ractlonB implied by their 

SiKrSJSf 4 . StS retaliatory force. 

Three broadly 

we could seek only a" Smage-Llnltlng capability to the 

to any case achieve a substantial uam k -.-ability). Second, we 
process of building an Assured \ ncrme nt that would give aoeie pro- 
might add a light Damage Limiting lncreoent^t^ ^ ^ complete pro- 
tection against probable' typei s o 4 bie to mount to the 

tectlon against mall attack, that theCPF may capability 

1970s. Third. «e » ght ^‘"^“^he Waviest possible Soviet 
Itt^k! and regardless of Soviet force atructure responses. 

Plainly, we must md will matot£ n ^^"^“n^biutfto 

rpr^i^rtoirr^ 

Wd choose Damage Limit tog program **£££ The third .1- 
of deterrence under many, but ’ ive . Moreover, because its rigid 

tematlve 1. certain to be very expen. ve 
objective Is probably Infeasible, I reject 
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Relative U.S. -USSR Strategic Capabilities . The following table 
compares estimated Soviet strategic offensive forces with those of 
forces the U.S. programmed for the same years. 

U.S. vs SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES a / 


ICBMs bj 

Soft Launchers 
Hard Launchers 
Mobile 
TOTAL 

MR/IRBMs 

Soft Launchers 
Bard Launchers 
Mobile 
TOTAL 

SLBM Inventory 

Launchers 


1968 


U.S. USSR 

U.S. 

USSR 

U.S. 

0 

0 


0 

934 

1054 


1045 

o 

0 


0 

“934 

1054 


1045 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

512 

656 


656 


1971 


USSR 


Bombers and Tankers c f 


Heavy 

600 

510 

Medium 

80 

76 

Tankers 

620 

620 

TOTAL 

1300 

1206 


255 

210 

620 

1085 


a / From National Intelligence Estimates and 
National Intelligence Projections for 
Planning (NIPP) . 


b/ Excludes teat range launchers, having some opera- 
~ tlonal capability, of which the Soviets are esti- 
mated to have * in mid-1966, in mid-1968, 

and In mid-1971. 


c/ We estimate that the Soviets could send somewhat 
” over heavy bombers and no medium bombers over 
the continental United States on two-way missions. 
U.S. tedium bombers are FB-llls in 197^, with range 
and payload markedly greater than those of the Soviet 
medium bombers . 


6 
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It. addition to the offensive forces shown, two relatively large- 
tc&le Soviet defensive programs 


The CPR Nuclear Threat. The earliest operational Chinese 
mt likely to appear SITthe add-1970s. Given the utility to the CPR 
“ being able to threaten her neighbor, and D.S. Far Eastern bases it 
seems likely that the Chinese would try first to develop and deploy an 
£££ Indeed , some test firings of -edium range missiles have been In 
progress over the past several years. 



CPR, however, 


As a force to retaliate for a t.S. strike against the 
this system is vulnerable, since 


7 
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7^Z'* Z\^ln*sl are- unlikely to undertake the costly develop- 
ment of a long range bomber to attack CONUS. 


n. ADE QUACY of THE PROGRAMMED O F FENSIVE FORCES EOF ^ SOT£D DESTRUCTI ON 
a...-. the Emeeted Threap. Our Assured Destruction capabilities 

"e Sovlets used all their available strategic offensive forces against 
our own. 

„ . uvannus snPVIVINr, A SURPRISE SOVIET FIRST STRIKE , 1972 


Previously 

Programmed Forces 

Total Expected Surviv. 

Forces Reliable Forceg_ 

Missiles 

Number of Weapons 
Megatons (MT) 

1 MT Equivalent 
Weapons 


Recommended Forces _ 
Total Expected Surviv. 
Forces Reliable Force_s_ 


Bomber Weapons 

Number of Weapons 
Megatons 
1 KT Equivalent 
Weapons 


by either the programmed or recommended forces. 


8 
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ATTON AND INDUSTRY DESTROY ED (19721 


Urban 


Population Fatalities 


Total 


Percent 


Millions Percent, Million s 


Percent 
lnd . Cap . 

Destroyed 


One Megaton 
Delivered 
Warheads _ 

100 

200 

400 

800 

1,200 

1,600 

, a. . a... 

Soviet fatalities will « de J er associated sites are an effective 

JSlSSr-S Moscow aefense^ere £lo,ed 

ssrar^ - sror” - 

351 fatalities after a surprise attack in 1972. 

Although the Chinese may «Sd S i972. 

bases and Asian n ® lgh °”’ h to U S. retaliatory capability or to the 
will not pose a threat either s nuclear attack upon the CPR during 
viability of our society. A * * retaliat ion for sotne lesser act of 
this period would ^ he ^^ e3tr i ction D f Chinese society would not be 
aggression, and extensi selective attacks on governmental, 

£1^^ * callGd for * 

a i MT warheads denotated over 

nevertheless , since population and more than 

CPF cities would destroy half of lle force recommended for PY68- 

half of her industry, the strategi .... a e a in 8 t the most likely 

72 provides an Assured P imnortant, these forces 

•TTjt against the Soviet Unition during 

?tl execution of limited nuclear attacks on Ch na. 

_ , j Threats. We cannot now be sure that 

£ . ... -*•» *• 

on the following page: 
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PY69 FY70 FY71 FY72 

Soviet ABM 

Reliable Area Interceptors 
Reliable Terminal Interceptors 

t Soviet Fat alities Inflicted Iff, 
mV commended U-S. Missile Force s 

Uluattatlon .h~. <h.< ... '■ 

1 hsss trsSrOS!S£Z^SZ £=iu li. 

S3 ST 

recommended missile fo «e wou « a talitles against auch a Soviet 

based forces alone could inflict ataiitie* k 

threat . 

The worst case agsinst which we Slight have to hedge - unlikely, but 
possiS: " the early 1970s - is one In which the Soviets^eploye^ ^ 

•eting problem. 


FY69 FT 70 FY71 FY?2 


FY73 


Each i* •««■* *^“7c *P of RV Wlth “ ^f^WTl and 

peT /thereafter. Against the combined threat with both the 

and the recommended force therefore would Include 31 SSBNs 

«... ■'r^arSK'." 
.... »* «»«<* »• 
missile force against the combined threat are as follows. 

FY69 7770 FY71 FT72 FT21 


Soviet Fatalities 
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Mnr . extreme threats are possible, but they are so unlikely, given 
the state of Soviet technology, and the high cost to the USSR o 

_v forces that they do not warrant taking now any actions in addition 
to'thos^lncluded in "the recommended U.S. force. I vill hoover, dis- 
cuss below some available hedging actions for our missile force. In 
any case even against the roost extreme threat, the combined Assured 
Destruction capability of the Recommended U.S. Missile Force and the 
Programmed Bomber Force is clearly adequate, and would amount 
35Z fatalities. 

Our offensive forces make it dangerous and expensive for the Soviets 
to move in the direction of extreme threats to our Assured Destruction 
«»!bili£ The incremental 5 year cost to the USSR of the depicted 

ind ABM threats would be about $30 billion, approximately a forty 

F-rirr; J 8 s ^rbhfSLf;^ri e rridr^t 

Smty fol the Soviets and they reoriented their planning at the same 
tadget l lebel to maintain Assured Destruction, they vould have toreduce 
their spending on ABM or MIRV. The USSR would have to reduce 7^“"- 
bility to the very accurate programmed U.S. offensive forces, by 
pensive measures such as further dispersal of ^sile^ayload^ 

(HPD) or by adoption of mobile missile basing schemes - the "^ ”ducing 
total Soviet "mis 8 lie payload that would otherwise be available at a 
a budeet level. The reduction In Soviet missile payload, in turn 
SLld Lk l the U.S. Assured Destruction task less . 

natively, the development of higher-than-expected threats even lees likely. 

Of course the Soviets could increase their strategic budget. But 
we «£ rpUmtog our forces, foreclose any seemingly "easy" 
ikaths to their achievement of a aat is factory Assured Destruction capa 
btmy Ld a satisfactory Damage Limiting capability at the aame time. 


m . MISSILE KrnCES AGAINST a sovibt m irv-abm threat 

If it became desirable to supplement our planned strategic offensive 
force” « could* either (1) add hard, fixed-based missiles - -ch as an 
undefended advanced ICBM - with relatively low cost per unit of aler 
payload in Inventory, but high cost per unit of payload surviving an 
or 12) add sea or land-based mobile systems or fixed-site mis 
*«!! iiS hard ooint*def ense all of which have relatively high costs 
^i unU of alerr^yload in inventory, but are relatively insensitive 
to the Soviet offensive threat. 


11 
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Thl. distinction is illustrated in the following tabie with MINOTEMAN 

rSS: sssrs 

rvy-YVAV. COSTS PER THOUSAND POU NDS OF PAYLOAD 
(Millions of Dollars) 


In The On Alert & 

Inventory Reliable 


Reliable and Surviving 
Low Soviet High Soviet 
Attack Attack 


MINUTEMAN II 
POLARIS A- 3 

Future candidate systems in these two classes are considered below: 

1. POSEIDON: To hedge against an extreme threat, we c °u/ 

consider obstruction . of 

srs£l«srs?i&2* <■- »• »» » r Tzgsrfj?'- 
s s^ssirtres sstttsztt ss* jjs.. 

„ yl „« i^ssrs^-5-” 1 >»“• SmS*»— 

K y ! «u«es are essential to determining the utility of an advanced 
^ J wrt orthe force mix. Definitive rresults are not expected 1> 
\Z Sr’S FY68 budget. / decision on an 

tio uiv:«TiX r»ue ks. 5X3." 3--. 

they^would^cost^ $1 .8 11 billion to develop and S15 million per -is.ile to 
they wouio cosr » coBt9 for 300 Nestles would be about 

rtou!L>d per missile, including flight testing. Ten Tearcosts of a 
•oblle or defended ICBM might be approximately twice aa high. 

3 Interim MINUTEMAN Defense: Although hard point ballistic 

^ssile defense, would he intended *r an 

deployed as an Interim For $2A0 nll u on in FY67-68 NIKE-X 

SL“«Tfunde! MINUTEMAN could be defended on the following schedule: 






MINUTEMAN Squadrons with Terminal Defense 
SPRINT Interceptors 
ZEUS Interceptors 


The FT68-72 costs of this defense would be approximately $5.3 billion, 
25 the defense, could also be uaeful for an Advanced ICBM. 
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*. Ballistic • ? 

was studied t0 look like s merchant vessel, such a 

Allied Nuclear Force. Built to 1 fU#t defense for protection, 

•hip would rely on deception, speea, thc principal reserva- 

The vulnerability of “ g0 4 e $86 million would maintain the 

tlon. Long lead time funding of sooe 8ame .chedule as 

jrr.ss.-~ -» — 

be'Lter used in POSEIDON submarines . 

I believe that it' is not necessary to commit ourselves now to ex- 
ercising our options on any of these hedges. 


JV. THE MANNE D BOMBER FORCE 

_ v 4 «ht be called on in the future to support con- 
Strategic bombers er BCale thari they are doing now in 

ventional operations on a ^surcd Destruction capability of our 

Southeast Asia. Moreover, t . t certainly deter the Soviets from 
strategic missile *£ ^extreme crisis or an escalating 

mediate use in spasm nuclear exchanges. 

Our bomber threat appears to ef^ct en^^force^plannl^g.J defend 
d0 our missiles. Bombers foKe the In this role, they have their 

%TJSg;, i-ff A'SK’ir - - — “ 

W. *• — - " r yy.; 

vith this view of the bombers role. crew ra tio. At this 

%rill be sustainable with the more than 1 MT equivalents 

rate, our alert bombers c ® uld ag oinst the projected, improved 

against present Soviet defenses , J and g desirable, where 

nil defenses . Location ^ figure ‘sea-launched missile 

suitable bases e * 1 ® t » t ^ ou id Lve the ability to diperse in times 

threat. In general, B 5 ba8e ^ere economies will 

Of crisis and b %£f ^“^ir^orce will have completed a basing atudy 
to*determlne^the feasibility of these basing concepts. 

Such operating ndjustments 

^ - 111 Pr0b “ bly "** P ° S 
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to extend the B-52 G/B'e life to Till without additional modification. 
This will allow an added margin of safety in the timing of acme of our 
strategic missile development and procurement decisions. 


V. STRATEGIC FORCES AND DAMAGE LIHITINC 

Damage Limiting forces, unlike those for Assured Destruction, can- 
not and need not work with near perfection under all conditions . but 
should insure against the most probable risks » ! 

bv the growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The implications of Sovie. 
reactions for our own choices of Damage Limiting forces must also he 
taken into account . 

Evaluation of Damae e Limiting Progr ams Agains t the Soviet Threat . 

So long as we have' secure retaliatory forces, any kind of nuclear war 
with the Soviets is unlikely. Of the ways in which one might start, a 
surprise attack in normal times is especially unlikely; it would be 
much more likely to arise from a crisis or limited war, giving both 
sides enough strategic warning to increase their alert ® tatus ; 

Soviets might start a nuclear war for fear of a pre-emptive strike by 
the US as part of a massive attack on Western Europe, or to prevent 
S: loBs'of* a^limited war. In each case, the Soviets could be expected 
to try to preserve as much as possible of Soviet society and military 
power^ Thus, they might devote a large part of their strategic offensive 
forces to reducing the U.S. offensive threat. 

The Damage Limiting ability of various U.S. postures will be eval- 
uated under the following kinds of wars : 

1 A Soviet first strike against both military and civil targets, 
with the most reliable, controllable, and effective Soviet weapons going 
to military targets, and slower or harder-to-coordinate weapons i 
SLBMs bombers, and non-alert ICBMs) going to urban targets. The Soviets 
might * cot allocate any ICBMs to our hardened missiles, however, and *e 
will therefore show a range of results depending on whether the Soviets 
target U.S. hard missiles or put extra weight of attack on U.S. cities. 

2. A Soviet counter-military first strike, with the most sur- 
vivable , controllable, and reliable weapons held in reserve as a threat 
against U.S. cities to deter U.S. attacks on Soviet cities. We show. 

(a) the U.S. fatalities from the Soviet counter-military strike (col- 
lateral fatalities) , (b) the residual Soviet damage potential against 
U.S. cities after a U.S. counter-military response. 

3, A U.S. pre-emptive, counter-military strike In which Soviet 
ballistic missiles are assumed to ride out the U.S. ballistic missile 
attack, and Soviet bombers are launched with tactical warning. This case 
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is used ss «n example of a calculation the Soviets might make to test their 
Assured Destruction capability. The U.S. fatalities in an all-out counter- 
urban strike by the Soviets are shown in the table below. 

The Soviet damage potential against the U.S. in three kinds of war 
is depicted, with the Soviet threat in 1976 assumed to consist of 
ICBMs, submarine launched missiles, and heavy bombers. 

UNITED STATES FATALITIES 

Comb. Military- Withheld Urban Attack U.S. 

Urban Attack Collateral Remaining Urb. Pre-emptive 

Bv USSR Fatalities Damage Potent^ Strike _ 


1971 

U.S. Approved 
Program 


1976 

U.S. Approved 
Program Extended 


f" . 


Two factors tend to decrease U.S. fatalities between 1971 and 1976: 
the gradual decline in the Soviet bomber threat, and improved U.S. counter- 
military capabilities. Without programmed U.S. defenses, however, the 
USSR's damage potential could be over 100 million (502) U.S. fatalities 
in a mixed Soviet attack. 


We have also analysed the effects if the U.S. initiated either of 
two balanced Damage Limiting programs, assuming at this point that we 
evoked no response from the USSR except for provision of penetration 
aids for projected Soviet missiles. (Soviet responses are considered 
below.) Posture A Includes NIKE-X with a limited Sprint defense at 
cities, an improved bomber defense ualng F-llls, and expanded civil de- 
fense. Posture B includes a heavy Sprint defense of cities. In- 
cremental expenditures for these postures, measured from the Approved 
Program as a base, are ahovn in the following table. 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE POSTUR ES (In $ Blllionsj 

Damage Limiting Increment 

Approved Program Over Approved Programs 

Level-off Posture A Posture B 

Dev+Inv Annual Dev+Inv Annual Dev+Inv Annual 


( 


Civil Defense 
NIKE-X 
Air Defense 
TOTAL 
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The table below compares the performance of the Approved Program with 
that of Postures A and B. 

UNITED STATES FATALITIES IN 1976 

Withheld Urban Attack _ 

Combined Mil Collateral Remaining Urb. 

Urban Attack Fatalities Damage Potent^ 


U.S. 

Pre-emptive 

Strike 


Appr Prog (extended) 

Posture A 
Posture B 

The higher fatality estimates show the Soviet d ® mage p °5f'“®^ * 

well-coordinated mimed Soviet attack, the urban P° rtl °"° f 
signed to mamlmlre fatalities. The ranges reflect variations In Soviet 
allocations between counter-military and counter-urban attacks, in the 

• PeC f iC tlon r8 .id 8 e iTth; «t^ of 'err or s' or^ lack^ of 1 in t elligence°in- 
formation In attack planning, and In attack coordinatlon.Without the 
Civil Defense Improvements assumed In Postures A and B, fatalities In 
. cntl.t military-urban attack would be for Posture A, and 

Jor^rtuw “ ^hese figures underscore the Importance of Improved civil 

defense. 

The light defenses of Posture A are sensitive to large Sovietcounter- 
nrban attacks, although they keep the damage level below that of th( e Ap 
oroved Program. The heavier and much more costly Posture B defense is 
less sensitive to the site of the counter-urban attack. 

Wr.rflnn of D.S. and USSR Force Planning. U.S. offensive forces, 
aooarently viewed by the Soviets as a potential first strike capability, 
Sert pressure on the Soviets to protect their retaliatory f ° r ' es ‘ 
rffect P of U.S. defensive measures - say, an ABM - on the Soviets, almost 
turelj would be to move them to offset the U.S. defense by expanding _ 
thel/offenslve force. Our encouraging prospects In the development o 
U.S. anti-submarine defenses, however, may discourage major Soviet re 
llance of SLBMs. The long term viability of these measures, and their 
Implications for ASW force requirements are under atudy. 

The following table shows the results if the Soviets choose to re- 
•tore their Assured Destruction capability against V-S. D “ n,,ge e 

Soviet'land-based responses are assumed. The assumed response to Posture 
A°is procurement of large mobile missiles at a 10 year coat of about 

*10 billion- to Posture B, missiles at a cost of about $20 billion. 
Results of equal expenditures on defended missiles would be similar. 
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A- 3 boats. Only sn unexpectedly «g« r 1 ££ r *5 %££>*£& 

S£ a 3Z££ “ r t- ' «va-. -cb cannot econ -lly 

^ ^ — 

of the 31 now planned. 

v. "» !“?> ",r..:s.r 

“ss «-*» 

strong ABM defenses. How * ver ’ * ^ mixes will be re- 

POSEIDON will be preserved. and poss: J ' MM are made. The total 

SS-S! t 703 ^-, - - *68-77 KAO. 

investment , and operating costs are $3.3 mlUio . 


_ m ___ p e f the command end control vulnera- 

Last year I commented on aome t blemBf at least for the 

bilities of the FBM foree - v TACAM0 radio relay aircraft program, 

whlch^has^the 8 ability* to^malnt aln one aircraft continuously airborne In 

the Atlantic and one In the Pacific. 

MINUTEMAN . I have approved the n'Tpayload by* 

gram of an Improved third ** a |^^ 7 _”2 T cost of $400 million. »hen MINUTEMAN 
at an additional Ff67 « cost ^ ^ MimJTEMW1 Il8 ln the 

s?s&s: - h. — 

II and 400 MINUTEMAN III. 

Since all 600 MINUTEMAN IIs will be available by 
also recommending a rate of _ , . r „ e _ t of all Mark-llAs by end 

which will lead to the coop J*** ” P ahou id be set for FT68 to pro- 
FT70. The ^ehMINUTEMAN III as it becomes operational, 

vide 

*V buvine full complements of warheads and de- 
coys now. we will maintain the 

^ ~ ceas - 

entry systems . 

t. .... - ru , sx c ssU‘24n^,:i5 

ence on terminal decoys, . R - MINUTEMAN at an FY68 cost of 

® 1S & ^ *738 million to achieve 

an IOC by end FY71. 
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TITAN . As newer missiles phase into the force, THAI’ II will lose 
its unique advantages, while remaining expensive to operate. The end 
FY66 TITAN II inventory can support a follow-on test (FOT) program of 
6 launches per year without cutting into the operational force until 
the end of FY70, at which tine it would be necessary to phase down 
approximately one squadron per year. I recommend that the $18 million 
in FY67 funds for G new TITANs not be released. 


Missile Flight Test Programs . Ve have re-examined our ballistic 
missile flight test programs, with two major conclusions: 

— The number of missiles in operational flight 
tests (OT) should be determined on the basis 
of the number of significantly different mis- 
sile configurations, rather than as a fixed 
percentage of the total force. 


FOTs should be viewed as providing data for 

updating our estimates. 


These considerations suggest an optimum OT rate of approximately 
launches per configuration, and an FOT rate of per configuration per 
Tear, yielding savings of approximately $330 million during FY66-71, 
without appreciable loss to our knowledge of systems effectiveness, com- 
pared with the previously approved program. 


Strategic Bomber Forces . A study of B-52C/H lifetime based on the 
recommended lower crew ratio and considering possible modifications, 
suggests that our B-52s will be able to operate effectively even after 
1975 against projected or even better-than-expected Soviet air defenses 
Therefore, I do not believe that an AMS A development program must meet 
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an Initial operational capability date of FY74, even If It la decided that 
the B-52 should be folloved by an AMSA. However, as an Insurance program, 

I have started concept formulation to define and evaluate a suitable bomber 
design. 


I recommend that 3 squadrons of HOUND-DOR A be retired in FY67, and 
the remaining 6 squadrons in TY68; HOUND-DOG B should be retained pending 
the outcome of the Terrain Matching Guidance (TERCOM) development program. 
This program will maintain enough HOUND-DOGs for their SIOP mission, pri- 
marily to attack area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields, vhlle 
resulting In PY67-71 savings of approximately $30 million. 


The recommended strategic bomb inventory for the B-52 and **-111 
force in the 1970s provides loads per UE aircraft; this stockpile 
contains more than enough weapons to reload the force after a ma.lor strike 
on China, or to carry out extensive non-SIOP nuclear operations without 
compromise of SIOP loadings. Maintenance of additional weapons stocks 
above this level Is no longer warranted. 


KTK E-X Deployment . The following table shows the components enter- 
ing the NIKE-X defenses of Postures A and B, and their cost, in addition 
to the $1.4 billion of RDT6E funds yet to be spent: 

Limited Defense Posture Heavy Defense 

No. of Units $ Billions No. of Units $ Billions 

Radars 

TACMAR Radars 
MAP Radars 
VHP Radars 
Missile Site Radars 


Sprint Interceptors 

TOTAL INVESTMENT COST 
PT67-76 OPERATING COST 
AEC COSTS 


A system designed against the early CPP threat and providing only 
an area defense covering the entire CONUS would consist of 4 VRF radars 
at $200 million, 16 Missile Site Radars at $2.4 billion and 
Interceptors at $400 million for a total investment cost of $3.0 billion 
(excluding $1.4 billion in RDT&E costs). 


A defense designed against the early CPR threat could havean Ini- 
tial operational capability about 4 1/2 years after a deployment decision 
and be completely in place between one to two years later. Ciyen our 
estimates of the likely development of the CPF threat, the decision to 
deploy this system against this threat can be safely deferred even if we 
were to match our deployment to the IOC of a Chinese ICBM. 
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In view of the uncertainty of Soviet targeting and force structure 
response, and given the substantial cost and relative ineffectiveness 
of either Posture A or Posture D, I disapprove the JCS recommendation 
to deploy NIKE-X for a FY72 IOC. 

Deployment of a New Ma nned In t erceptor . The Soviets would probably 
use their bombers primarily in attacks on urban areas rather than or 
time-urgent military targets, since the time to reach target is so much 
longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. Therefore, air defense 
is an important component of a Damage Limiting posture. 

The P-12 and P-111 interceptors, equipped with the improved 

fire control and missile systems, and used with an effective Air- 
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) , would be better than the present 
force in operating from degraded bases, countering concentrated bomber 
attacks, operating independently of a vulnerable fixed ground environment, 
and dealing with bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying air-to- 
surface missiles. 

With strategic warning we estimate that 32 UE F-12s or 48 UE stretched 
F-lllAs could achieve the same number kills before weapons release as the 
current force which has a 10 year cost of $3.0 billion. The 10 year systems 
cost for the 32 UE F-12 force have increased from the previously estimated 
$1.9 billion to $2.9 billion. Estimates for the F-lll force remain at $1.5 
billion. The F-lll force therefore appears substantially more efficient 
than the F-12s against the currently projected threat. Supplementary cal- 
culations indicate that it is comparable in efficiency to the F-12 force 
against possible future threats. 

The 48 UE F-lll force would operate from 4 main bases , 8 dispersal 
bases and 30 recovery /recycle bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft, 
that would be flushed with the interceptors, would carry missiles, ground 
support equipment, spares, and personnel to support the F-lll turn-around 
at the recycle bases. With 42 AWACS aircraft to provide airborne control, 
we could reduce the present ground environment, retaining only enough 
radars and BU1C centers for peacetime control. 

The investment costs for this force include $676 million for the E-lll 
and $790 million for AWACS. Since the modernised force would ultimately 
have operating costs about $250 million per year lower than the present 
posture, the additional investment costs would be recouped by FY78. 

Given the advantage of the F-lll interceptors - an aircraft already 
in long term production - and in the absence of a decision to deploy NIKE-X, 
the decision to modernise our air defense structure can be deferred for one 
year. 
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The F-12 development program will be reoriented in FY67 and 
t0 io^dl further design Studies for the F-lll Interceptor, cost Judies. 

- ifLirr* *** ^ 

Sth Sect “si »d CONUS defense missions, will be continued es . high 
priority effort. 

SAM-D Ve hsve a new surface-to-air missile system (SAM-W , in 

r^i ss=. 

Vceitr f-- 

£ pr'mSure! He are .^examining the utility of NIKZ-X in a surface- 
to-air role. Preliminary results are encouraging. 

fMvll Defense The Damage Limiting Postures A and B include an ex- 
nd ed civi^ fSse Program tith dual purpose shelters in new non-federal 

™\?:r;vr y t:r nSttttitt s , ss^" t 

“ “ ih^lters in n« public construction and that this expansion 

corporating shelters in new pu conclusion of the 

can be matched to the deficits that^li that for $800 rfiuon 

“x.'svas; .s ££. 

not be warranted. 


Approved Program 



Number of 
Shelter Spaces 
in Millions 

Percent of 
Population With 
Protection Factor 
of 402 or more a 

1966 

140 

352 

1971 

230 

642 

1976 

280 

672 


Expanded Program 




Percent of 

Number of 

Population With 

Shelter Spaces 

Protection Factor 

In Millions 

of 402 or more aj 

N.A. 

N.A. 

240 

702 

330 

882 


./ The protection factor is the factor by which the outside 
~ radiation dome is reduced by the shelter. 
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Accordingly,' I am recommending $186.3 million for the PT68 Civil 
Defence progrL to Include $10 million for an experimental .helter de- 
velopment program. Pending completion of the experimental am lncl 
a nominal $25 million for shelter development in FY69. The further 
development of this program will depend on the results of this experl 
mental program. 

Milit ary Survival Measures . This year we are Introducing a new pro- 
gram to Improve the fallout protection of our CONUS baaed military forces. 
L>art from providing peraonnel ahelter to our Armed Forcea aa part of our 
ceneral Civil Defense effort to ahelter our cititena, our military organ- 
isation would be an Important national reaource after a nuclear exchange. 
Surviving 0 forces coulTbe called on to proaecute conflicta after » ini 1.1 
•xchanee and to assist in the national recovery effort and might alBO oe 
required to conduct residual military operations. Accordingly, I am rec- 
^ oxofcram designed to supplement the existing Services 

riter re^u^es ^ ^’msToat of $9-Ul«m and an 1768-72 cost of 
$47 million. The program that I am recommending will make maximum uae 
of^dual -purpose fallout shelters In existing buildings and new construction. 
“ IiTlI for diaoersal of units and provides for construction of a limited 
number of specie/ purpose shelters where dual-purpose shelter la unavailable 
of theler^lce ^oposed construction of special purpose ahelter la ex- 
rf^ed This Sal achieve about 3/4 of the service proposed Increase In 

men at about 1/4 of the coet of the Service recommended programs. 
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT ON STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE FORCES 


I. POSEIDON Deployment. 

* s the following arguments show, a pure POSEIDON force ie i mor e effec- 
tive ‘ mixed force of POSEIDON and POUBIS A- 3 - Damage 

Limiting considerations and the possibility of a POSEIDON payload con- 
sisting^of • would fur ther accentuate the superiority 

of the pure POSEIDON force. 

Tn terms of payload one POSEIDON is worth A-3 missiles. Due, 
t the advanced warhead, re-entry vehicle, and MIRV technology 
av^ie ^ ^™ compared io the A-3, the margin of POSEIDON capa- 
bility is greater. The POSEIDON has 


The ten year recurring costs of an A-3 submarine are approximately 
i2U0 million.^ For a submarine converted to POSEIDON, the initial cost 
of modification and missile procurement plus ten year operating 
per submarine are approximately $355 ® on » For a nev poSEIDON 

aubmarine, the ten year costs would increase to| 390 million P“ ® ub ‘ 

Tt ansears that the cost of converting the ten oldest SSBNs 

need not be decided now. 

Thus the cost of converting a submarine to POSEIDON, of procuring 
the nev missiles, and of 'Sm for ten years, 

S.1SS3 l several times greater. 

The POSEIDON also promises to be a much better hedge against per 

s^sImss SJ«S2 rs.r £ 

di6criminatepenetration aids, which is the most favorable cose for 
POLARIS A-3 requires: 
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vould carrv the and the MINUTEMAN III vould carry 

MIRVs. This mix was arrived at by considering the Soviet military and 
urban target system in the absence of ballistic missile defenses. This 
year we have re-evaluated the desirable mix of characteristics of the 
MINUTEMAN force in the light of requirements imposed by possible Soviet 
ABM defenses. 


b. MINUTEMAN Il/MINUTEMAN III Mix. 

The second effect of a possible strong ABM is to increase requirements 
■Tor small MIRVs (MINUTEMAH III), at the expense of larger, single RV payloads. 
We will however, already have 600 MINUTEMAH II at the IOC of MiNUTEMAHHI. 
Rather^than replace these with MINUTEMAH III before the completion of the 

Force Modernization Program in February 1972, *e ^ oul dbu * ! d ^HuNUIEMAN 
600 MINUTEMAN Il/tOO MINUTEMAH III at February 1972, and all new MINUTEMAN 
boosters after MINUTEMAN III IOC should carry the improved thi ^d E tage. 

Very soon thereafter it will probably be necessary to replace the earliest 
MINUTEMAN II missiles because of their age. At that time they can e 
placed by MINUTEMAH III if it is desired. 


r 
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c. Re-entry Vehicles 

The production of will be geared initially to make available 

for each MINUTEMAItf III. This initial rate will be main- 
tained until FY 1969 j 

By ap- 
proving funds for initial production of both RVs and terminal penetration 
aids, not all of which can be used simultaneously, we guarantee ourselves 
the flexibility of carrying whatever payload combinations appear desirable 
at the time. The production rates will be adjusted in FY 19^9 to eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of RVs and penetration aids. 

The production rate of . RVs per month, approved last year, 

was geared to permit the replacement of all RVs on MINUTEMAN II 

by the end of the Force Modernization Program in FY 1972. However, there 
is no reason to stretch out the replacement of MINUTEMAU II RVs that long, 
in view of the rapid rate at which the USSR is building hardened ICBMs, 
and the fact that all 600 MINUTEMAN II will be available for RV replacement 
by July 1969. Accordingly, a production rate of per month is 

approved, which will allow the entire MINUTEMAN II force to carry 
by end FY This will result in a single shot kill probability against 

a psi target of for a reliably delivered warhead, compared to 
for MINUTEMAN II/ and for MINUTEMAN I. 
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XV, Titan Force posture 

At the present the 5^ U.E. TIKJ; II missiles male a =ostrib»- 

tio- to our ballistic missile force. Their all°^ : “ b 

‘ „_, ed against target complexes consisting of several so. . targets, 

In r u r: that as Lny as WWXBMAK or XMSJ1 « 

tant targets will diminish r 

.l^f^UTTMAK HI with the ability to feh greater ranges wi_. 

reduced payloac become available. Toe IXXMi is verj' expensive to °P^“» 

, “ . : t c -niion Ber missile per year and probably closer to Y - n 

(at least $.6 ^Ilion ] Mall force are considered). Consequently, 

n^ne^TIIAlVboosters* should'^be^ procured in FT 1967 for foUov-on Jests 
/pQrr \ £ + jy 1967 savings of $19 million, ana the recu..-.i£ "o 7 f)c 

(FOis ; , Ro an ti be phased down m the early r 970 s. 

investment not needed if the ;® ' s *nt invectory viu result in 

S e Ie-^anon Stil tte end of FT 1970, after which approximately one 
squadron* (^“A s sile s ) per year will be phased down, in part to provide 
missiles for FOTS, 

V. Strategic Bomber Forces 


a. Operation of the Presently Programmed Force 


The costs of base. 

The next table shows the £ve jeer co= Ea*of these 
£ :tg S as^es a crew Tori weeh of 7* hours to 


achieve the indicated alert, ra^e.— 


at alert buildings. 
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FIVE YEAR RECURRING 
VARIOUS 


COSTS, 255 B-52 G/Hb AND 210 FB-nis TOR 
CREW RATIOS AND BASE EQUIPAGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 


Crew Ratio 


Alert Rate 


Numbe r ^ Aircraft Per Ba se 


15 


20 20 


cort^fmrCabituy^s^elltS^ery low, 
from $u.0 to $15.0 million five year costs. 

The next table «£*« * 

and one tanker) which warning followed by tactical warning 

after various amounts of f^ategi vanning system (BMEWS). In all cases, 
a^ S ^spersal b^es are^targeted^ 

sTTOScssars^A*--- - - - 

ratios shown in the previous table. 


“““ 


10 Hrs + 
SMEWS 


20 Hrs + 

hcts 


30 Hrs + 
BffiWS 


kO Hrs J 
SMEWS 


Without Dispersal 
With Dispersal 


I„ the early to middle -1970s oT 
launched missile threat with 1 °“f* r 1 ^ eE ^ ltl y the case. This threat can 
routinely deployed submarines than ® . force on interior bases, i.e., 
be countered, however, by 1 basing the^b ba£lQg ^ a dispersal 

c^bmty te c d an 6 ;“v^ y n^arly 100 percent survivability for the generated 
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SS o? deployment^of^^longer-rang^So^rt^Ml^tMtica^TOrning 

cou£ be provided to protect bombers at interior bases. 

This discussion of basing options leads to three. 

8 ! 

Jected^and (^beVlfo/H and FB-Uls should be based 30 per home base. 

tfosf^-SerTf r: ^r r o“n 

bad structural problems that arose I v , clear air turbulence - 

outside their ^ es ^^ e ^^le vl^known at the* time the B-52 was designed. . 
a phenomenon about which lit , t pr D f ma i 0r modification 

Expensive investigations have of toe £*s. For ex- 

programs. These have apprecia y cap ^ is estimated that the 

ample, under the usage previously predicted by SAC,^t is e 
wi^g of the G-H series will last 89 years. It is ^entl^e ^ ^ ^ 
the present modifications will ex e ,„. t . oredict fatigue life 

G/H structure to 1975- rate oCwear-out is markedly dependent upon 

with confidence is poor, and the , with changing circumstances, 

the type of mission S Stations £n bCrequired be- 
lt is therefore possible that addition ^ that the life D f 

sr^g-o.-'srst £ 

£g^ t S.S^lS-S^ flutes the number of flying hours required. 

The Air Force expects that the ’is 

accumulating 5500 P^ r ir P permits about percent 

rate ^ thfc^nf Lc & cL work week of about 74 hours. 

The next table shows the V^oTL'SiCt^f ^1he° lalST 

SighChourCwoulCbe accumulated at the various crew ratios. 
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/u urvpM a t ALERT RATE IN ^ OF THE B-52 G/H FORCE FOR VARICXJS CREW 

U mbks: Ate of accimjution of 

5500 HOURS PER B-52 G/H FOR VARIOUS CREW RATIOS 


CREW WORK WEEK 


CREW RATIO 


60 HRS 70 HRS 7^ HRS BO HRS 


DATE OF 
accumulation 

OF 5500 HRS/ 
B-52 G/H 


l * 


As shown in the following table the lower B-52 alert rates do not 
compromise our Assured Destruction . 

number of alert one megaton equivalents tha FB-111 and B-52 G/Hs 

targets in retaliation, BMEWS warning only, with both the FB-lll ana B-pc / 

at the alert rates shown earlier. 

AIRCRAFT DELIVERABLE SURVIVING RELIABLE PENETRATING OKE 
^^nSITrEIALIATION, FOR VARIOUS BOMBER CREW TO AIRCRAFT 
^ RATIOS AND CREW WORK WEEKS 


FB-lll/B -52 G/H 
Crew Ratio 


50 Hrs 


60 Hrs 


80 Hrs 


r 


It is evident that an analysis based on alert rates only (p 1 ^ 

T *£* SS into°account C support of large 

r^ e r°aU 0 of sufficient'^o'maintain the maximum number of conventional 
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sorties per B-52 squadron — approximately 180 per month — that can be 
sustained before aircraft maintenance becomes a limiting factor. Tactical 
Air Command currently also operates at a crew ratio. This suggests 
that until open questions such as the foregoing are better understood a 
lower limit of on the crew ratio should probably be observed. The 
next table shows the percent of Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted 
by the alert bomber force if both the B-52 G/Hs and the FB-llls were 
maintained at a crew ratio of • 


Crew Work Week 

50 Hours BO Hours 70 Hours 74 Hours 80 Hours 

Percent Soviet 
fatalities 


This table shows that at work weeks of 60 hours or more, an increase 
in the alert force would not significantly improve its value as a hedge 
to our Assured Destruction capability. 

In s umm ary a crew ratio of for the FB-llls and the B-52 G/H 
appears reasonable based on current and past experience in conventional 
and low alert operations. At SAC’s current work week, this would 1 

support an alert rate of ). It may, however, 

be desirable to reduce both the work week and the alert rate. crew 

ratio provides a B-52 G/H life extension of about 18 months and it provides 
a force delivery capability that hedges against very substantial improvements 
in Soviet air defense capabilities over those existing now. It will permit 
high states of alert for 30 to 45 days and can provide a dispersal capability 

b. Penetration of Future Soviet Air Defenses . 

Our work on penetration of future Soviet defenses is not complete but 
some tentative conclusions are emerging. The problem can be broken down 
generally into two parts, area (fighter) defense penetration and terminal 
defense (surface-to-air missile) penetration. The latter of these is the 
more tractable and will be discussed first. 
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«^^^sr&nsaai.rsss= as s.sr 

systems such as those touched on above. 

. Advanced Manned Strateg ic Aircraft 

The previous two sections lead to ^conclusion ^t^heJ-^G/H,^ 

SToaT ylari^a^^ 

ssss 5 ssc. 

■ole assigned to the b0 ”ters. Therefore^! a tiine . 

>f an AMSA must be geared to an IOC ol ti y( 

jBr.w--wr.sr 
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called on to fulfill in the future. It is presently estimated that the 
time from start of Contract Definition to IOC would be on the order of T* 
years for an advanced bomber. In order to reduce this long lead time if 
this should appear desirable in the future, a special competitive advanced 
development contract formulation stage has been recommended at an FY bo 
cost of $34 million. A more detailed description of this development 
program appears in my BDT&E memorandum. 

d. Hound-Dog 

The present Hound-Dog missile, with a CEP that may exceed 
and a low reliability, is a weapon of very little utility in the present 
SIOP. Until its accuracy is improved its use is incompatible with selec- 
tive targeting of our strategic forces. 

the Hound-Dog CEP may be reduced to while the reliability 

might be increased to more than It now appears that a production 

decision on TERCOM will not be available until FY 1969. 

flie present Hound-Dog force consists of ' 

Hound-Dog B, of which only the Hound-Dog B are suitable for xne 

previously approved program calls for Hound-Dog A to be Phased ^ wn ^° ng 
with the B-52 C-F series, and for maintaining Hound- Dog B with the B-52 
G and H. Instead of this program, the Secretary of Defense has J- e ^ ended 
that three squadrons of Hound-Dog A be phased out in FY 1967, 

that the remaining six squadrons be phased out in FY 1968, and that the Hound - 

Dog B be retained pending . eT __ . 

This phase down will retain enough Hound-Dogs for their primary SIOP tasks - 
the attack of area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields 
while resulting in an FI 1967-1971 savings of approximately $30 million. 

e. Tanker Force Posture 

The present force of 620 KC-135 tankers is shown in Program I and 
managed by the Strategic Air Command, but it serves the needs of other 
c ommands (principally the Tactical Air Command) under a pooled, single 
manager concept. There appears to be no reason to change this form of 
management now, and hence all 620 tankers will continue to be shown under 
Program I. 

Although tanker priorities can be changed as required, our present 
planning is based on an average of one tanker for every bomber assigned 
a mission in the SIOP, plus requirements for support of whatever strategic 
reconnaissance would be needed at the same time. Die remaining tankers 
are available for TAC to count on. At end FY 1971, for instance, this 
will result in 255 tankers in support of the B-52 G/H force, 230 in suppor 

of the FB- Ul force " _ . . 

* plus 55 for reconnaissance support. The remaining oO 

tankers will be earmarked for Tactical Air C omman d. 
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VI. flew Manned Interceptor 

The Soviet attach patterns in the calculations of Damage Limiting 
effectiveness have assumed that the Soviets would use their bcmber force 
primarily to supplement missile's in attacks on urban areas rather than on 
time-urgent military targets in their combined attack, since -the time to 
reach target is so much longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. 

Our calculations indicate that air defense in addition to that needed for 
the peacetime air police mission, can contribute significantly to Damage 
Limiting. 

Over the past several years we have been studying ways of modernizing 
our air defenses with small forces of new interceptors and an Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS), permitting substantial reductions in 
the present Century interceptors and ground control environment. 

We have been studying the F-12 and F-lll interceptors, both equipped 
with improved fire control and missile systems. When used with an effective 
AWACS, these interceptors would have a number of advantages over the present 
force: greater ability to operate from degraded bases, an ability to 

counter concentrated bomber attacks; an aoility to operate independently 
of a vulnerable fixed ground environment; and a greater effectiveness 
against bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying, air-to-surface 
missiles. 

Studies showed that the smallest F-12 force which could achieve the 
6 ame number of bomber kills as the current Century force was 32 U.E. F-12s, 
sizing the force on the basis of strategic warning or alert. The F-lll 
small force studies examined a new option: the stretched F-111A. 

version doubles the combat radius and loiter time of the unstretched model 
(to 1800 n.mi. and 10 hours). The smallest force to match the current 
Century force was 48 U.E. F-llls. 

The ten year systems cost for the 32 U.E. F-12 force has increased 
from the previously estimated $1.9 billion to $2.9 biUion. On the other 
hAnd recent studies have not significantly changed the estimate of $1.5 
billion for 10 year systems costs for the F-lll force. Therefore the 
F-lll force now appears substantially less expensive than the F-12 
force, against the currently projected threat, and , supplementary cal- 
culations indicate, is comparable in cost to an F-12 force of equal ef- 
fectiveness against more sophisticated future threats. 


The operational feasibility of a small ccmbat force has also been 
carefully studied in this past year. The 48 U.E. F-lll force is planned 
to operate from 4 main bases, 8 dispersal bases and 30 recovery/recycle 
bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft, which can be flushed with the 
interceptors, would be used to carry missiles. A®, spares, and personnel 
to support the F-lll turn-around at the recycle bases. 
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With the introduction of U2 AWACS aircraft to provide an airhorne 
for peacetime control. 

The funds required for an advanced interceptor program include J«P-_ 
. otniv *io billion in R&D and investment costs for the F-lll int 

will have been recouped by F¥ 1978. 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 


{Service Proposed in Parentheaea where Different from Recounended) 




Boabers In Combat Unite (U E) 

B^EB^1*7 

B-52C-F 

B-52G-H 

B-58 

F-UU 

ANSA 


TOTAL UE BOMBERS 
Air Launched Mlaailea (UE) 
Hound Dog A * 

Hound Dog B 
SRAM 

TOTAL UB AIR UUNCHSD MISSILES 

Ballistic Mlaailea 
AtlS 
Titan 


Minuteman (>M) I 
MK-5/I1 (Non Add) 
MK-11A (Non Add) 

m ii V 


m in a/ 


TOTAL MINUTEMAN 
Advanced I CBM 

Polar i a b/ 

A-l/A-2 (Miaailea/SSBNa) 
A* 3 (Miaailea/SSBNa) 

TOTAL POLARIS 


rilLM. TEAM* 

mi | tui | taw | mi | i»m [ jw | iw | w> I »m | wT I mi I »n I iw4~r~wT 


900 

6io 

505 

450 

225 











375 

375 

375 

375 

375 

345 

300 

255 

180 

75 






180 

240 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

255 

,255, 

255 

1*0 

80 

80 

60 

80 

80 

78 

76 

74 

72 




(195) 

(165) 

- 

. 

. 

_ 

. 

“ 

• 

‘ 

15 

105 

210 

210 

210 

210 

210 


i5oT 

129T 

iisr 

5 W 

60S - 

55 r 

506- 

5 55- 

55T 

56T 

55T 

55T 


216 

220 

220 

220 

220 

160 

120* 

.. 

. 

_ 

_ 

. 

. 

_ 


- 

240 

360 

360 

360 

360 

(180) 

360 

(1B0) 

360 

(160) 

360 

(160) 

360 

150 

360 

450 

360 

525 

360 

525 

360 

525 

360 

525 

sir 

55T 

505- 

500- 

5sr 

555- 

500“ 

35T 

560- 



26 

57 

126 

113 













21 

67 

108 

94 

54 

54 

54 

54 

54 

45 

36 

27 













(54) 

(54) 

(54)* 



- 

- 

160 

600 

800 

600 

700 

550 

400 

250P 

100 





“ 

- 

160 

600 

660 

660 

56o 

410 

260 

uo 






" 

" 


' 

14c 

140 

140 

140 

140 

140 

100 

- 

- 

. 

. 

* 

- 

- 

- 

- 

80 

300 

450 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

- 

- 

- 

* 


_ 

„ 


(550) 

(570) 


(700)* 

(650) 

(550) 

(450) 

. 

. 

_ 

_ 

„ 





150 

300 

400 

400 

400 

400 









(50) 

(lflo) 


(300) 

(300) 

(300) 

(300) 

— 

— 

i&r 

606" 

Be 5T 

BRT 

1000' 

lOOCT 

lOOO" 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 












' 

(50) 

(150) 

(250) 

60/5 

96/6 

128/8 

192/12 224/14 192/12 112/7 

00/5 

128/8 

128/0 

128/0 

96/6 





“ 

** 

' 

176/11 243/15 400/25 448/28 416/26 336/21 224/14 160/10 176/H I76/U 

128/8 

057? 

96/6 

12070 

1WI2 4S5755 452757 5W32 520753 555754 455759 

25b/ 16 )( 192/12 i (224/14 ) 

352/22 250/16 176/11 176/1: 

w 
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 
(cont’d) 


r 

ini | 

INI | 

INI | 

ISM | 

IN) | 

INS | 

in; 1 

INS ] 

IN* | 

itra | 

1*71 | 

1*71 I 

ZmTT 

1*74 1 

1*71 

Poseidon b/ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


- 

- 

- 

112/7 

(00/5) 

208/13 320/20 352/22 
(176/11) (272/17) 1 

384/24 

(352/22) 

KK-3 (Non Add) a / 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1568 

2010 

2016 

2016 

2016 

MK-17 a / 

- 

- 


' 

* 


- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

192 

528 

624 

720 

TOTAL US BALLISTIC MISS LIES 

108 

174 

481 

1073 

1254 

1366 

1566 

1582 

1598 

1518 

1509 

1500 

1523 

1528 

1512 

Other 

Quail 

224 

392 

392 

392 

392 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

390 

Tankers 

KC-97 

600 

580 

340 

240 

120 

_ 

. 

_ 


„ 



. 

_ 

. 

KC-135 

400 

440 

500 

5&> 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

620 

Recce 

RB-47 

90 

45 

30 

30 

27 

14 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

RC-135 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

SR-71 

• 

• 

- 

- 

- 

13 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

PACC8 (Poet Attk Coa A Cont) c / 

B-4? 

- 

18 

36 

36 

- 

. 

. 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

- 

_ 

*0-135 

■ 

• 

17 

18 

24 

27 

27 

27 

( 32 ) 

27 

(32) 

27 

( 32 ) 

27 

(32) 

27 

(32) 

27 

(32) 

27 

(32) 

27 

(32) 

Regulus Missiles 

17 

17 

17 

7 

- 

- 

- 


- 





- 

-» 

TACAMO c J 

* 

" 

" 

' 

* 

4 

4 

4 

4 

UO) 

4 

( 10 ) 

4 

( 10 ) 

4 

( 10 ) 

4 

( 10 ) 

4 

( 10 ) 

4 

do) 

Non-US Aircraft 

939 

974 

891 

840 

570 

460 

436 

422 

422 

391 

354 

374 

374 

374 

374 


Alert Force Weapon a 
Number 
Mage tone 


TOTAL ACTIVE INVENTORY 


BOMBERS 

1713 

1622 

1387 

1296 

1015 

747 

699 

649 

598 

577 

509 

534 

534 

53 1 * 

53 1 * 

OTHER STRATEGIC AIRCRAFT 

1811 

1940 

1722 

1606 

1281 

1071 

1056 

1045 

1034 

1007 

996 

991 

991 

991 

991 

TOTAL AIRCRAFT 

3524 

3562 

3109 

2904 

2296 

1818 

1755 

1694 

16?2 

1584 

1505 

1525 

1525 

1525 

1525 

Ballistic Missile Submarines (SSBN) 
















In operation 

5 

6 

8 

12 

25 

27 

32 

33 

3 1 * 

29 

29 

29 

31 

31 

32 

In Converslon/Overbaul 

- 


1 


4 

10 

9 

8 


12 

12 

12 

10 

8 

9 

TOTAL ACTIVE SSBNs 

~T 

6 

“1 r 

15 

29 

37 

Til 

TT 

“51“ 

“51“ 

“5T 

“51“ 

“5T 

TF 




sJ 


The service* did not propose any specific reentry vehicle posture, 
POLARIS/POSEIDON reccnoended force shows the maaber of launchers 
on line, escluding launchers In conversion or overhaul. By 
FT75, POSEIDON carries 720 KK-17 MIRV and 2016 KK-3 MIRV. 

PACC8 and TACAMO show previously approved force structure. 

Currant SecDef recoaoendat Ions will be aade by Oct. 1 , 1966 . 


• Errata In first draft of the Henorandvaa to the President 
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STRATEGIC CEFEN3IVE FORCES 

(Service Proposed In Parentheses where different fra Recc 


tended) 


issi I itti I mi I ism 1 mi I isssT" 


F|MaL UA*i 
w i iws~r 


mt | i we | t«i | 1 it7| l ^ 


Air Defense 


— icroi* ’ 

384 

312 

312 

312 

270 

270 

270 

F-102 

393 

293 

*8 

235 

235 

111 

34 

F-104 



42 

36 

36 

36 

F-106 

270 

276 

240 

240 

234 

226 

216 


F-1 2 
f -6 


196 106 106 106 106 108 106 106 

(264) (252) (252) (234) (196) (l8o) (108) (90) 

24 24 24 24 24 24 

196 192 166 160 174 166 

(196) (160) (162) (162) (144) 

<li) (24) (48) (72) 


24 24 

210 204 

(216) (210) 


“T3S 

250 

200 

150 

100 

_ 

F-89 

250 

250 

225 

225 

160 

F-100 

66 

67 

72 

42 

. 

F-102 

130 

127 

152 

191 

206 


F-104 

F-106 


Surface to Air Missiles 
BGMARC 

MIO-HKRCULES (Reg) 

na-UKRCUUS (abho) 

HIKE-AJAX (ARNG) 

HAWK (Regular) 

HDCE-X 

Sprint Missile 
Multi- Function Array Radar 
(lACMAR) Defense Center 
Missile Bite Rader (tea) 
Defense Center 
SAM-D 


313 40} 403 403 403 403 


403 403 403 403 

(365) (367) (367) (349) 


238 

2340 

307 

2340 

383 

2154 

200 

1764 

180 

1546 

172 

1152 

164 

1152 

156 

1152 

106 

106 

396 

756 

936 

936 

936 

936 

1520 

1440 

720 

576 

576 

576 

576 

576 

576 





(18) 

(36) 

(36) 

(54) 

148 

140 

132 

124 

116 

100 

100 

1152 

1152 

1152 

1152 

1152 

1152 

1152 





(1096) 

(666) 

(234) 

909 

832 

602 

772 

742 

712 



(936) (936) (936) (936) (936) (936) (936) 
576 576 


576 

576 

576 

576 

(192) 

(400) 

(876) 

(1068J 

(2) 

(4) 

(7) 

(7) 

(5) 

(12) 

(260) 

(19) 
(1440 ) 

(26) 

(2592) 


Combat Centers 

fl 

8 

8 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Direction Centers 

20 

21 

10 

15 

15 

13 

13 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

U 

11 

BUIC 

* 

' 

“ 

- 


14 

12 

14 

19 

19 

(20) 

19 

(20) 

19 

(20) 

19 

(20) 

19 

(20) 

19 

(20) 

BAM Fire Coord. Ct*. 

10 

20 

28 

26 

25 

19 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

Search Radars (Reg) 

102 

179 

169 

160 

162 

156 

151 

151 

151 

151 

151 

151 

151 

151 

151 
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STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES 
(cont'd) 


1 

mi 1 

1962 

r._ surveillance Sjfjteng, 

(cont* 

Search Radars (ang) 
Cap Filler Radars 

0 

112 

67 

103 

67 

DEW Radar 

DEW Extension 

50 

s 

44 

Aircraft 

5 

Ships 

Offshore Radar 

60 

60 

AEW/AUU/Acft. 

AWACS Aircraft 

- 

- 


21 

22 

Ships 



ftjici Space Defense 

~ Surveillance and wa rning Systems g 

Ov«- the -Horizon Radar (Tran sm/ Re c) 
Spasur Radar (Tranam/Rtc) 

Space Track Radar 


45 43 


67 


22 


67 


22 


20 


67 


19 


67 


67 67 


67 

67 

67 67 

(40) 

67 

(0) 

67 

(0) 

67 

(0) 

- 

- 

(24) 

(42) 

(42) 

(42) 


TOTAL active INVENTORIES 
total active aircraft 
total active ships 


5197 1875 1745 1609 1484 1339 1336 1321 13U 1301 l29 ^ 120 ^ 

9384 2296 2195 2127 1 0 75 1745 iw _ _ . . . 

26 27 22 22 19 


18 



BUM4ARY OT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED (PA), SERVICE PROPOSED (BP) AND 
TOA KB BTRABQIC RETALIATORY FORCES (IN MILLION $) hi 


Bomber* and Air Launched Mlsallaa 
B-50 - P.A.* B.P., Rec. 

B-J2 - Previously Approved 

- Borvlce proposed 

- Recommended 

IB- ILIA - Previously Approved 
• Service Proposed 

- Recommended 

AMA - Previously Approved* Rec. 

- Service Proposed 

Air launched Mleellee (Non-Add) 

Hound Dog - Previously Approved* Ser. Propo'd 
- Recommended 

ORAN - Previously Approved, Rec. 

- Service Propoeed 
Strategic Missiles 

KtJU 

Previously Approved 
Service Propoeed 
Recotnded 
mbuteman 

Previously Approved . 

Service Propoeed a/ 

Recommended 
POUR 16/ POSEIDON 

Previously Approved 
Service Proposed 
Recommended 

Other 

TO35 Tanker 

Previously App*, Service Propoeed 
Recamoendsd 
Reconnaissance 

RB/EB-47 - P.A., S.P., Rao. 

RC-135 - P.A., S.P., Rec. 

SB-71 - P.A., B.P. , Rec. 

PACC8 - Previously Approved, Becaanended 

- Service ^oposed 

TACAMO (C-130 JO) - P.A., Recamsended 

- Service Proposed 

Total (Primary Forces TOA) Prev Appr 

Ber Pro 
Rec 

Coma, Control, Cara A Support Support 

Prev Appr 
Serv Pro 

Or and Total PA 

BP 


ml I iw I iw 1 ists ) mi \ »n 1 1966-1972 JbUl 


01 

66 

63 

57 

20 

0 

238 

664 

730 

964 

447 

353 

318 

241 2 

664 

730 

594 

433 

486 

491 

2754 

664 

607 

326 

4l6 

329 

298 

2256 

234 

968 

072 

736 

211 

223 

2630 

234 

986 

833 

729 

216 

223 

2591 

234 

966 

071 

725 

181 

103 

2948 

11 

4o 





40 

11 

40 

140 

279 

390 

674 

1539 

32 

33 

22 

19 

10 

14 

106 

31 

22 

14 

14 

14 

L4 

78 

50 

70 

90 

51 

15 

14 • 

248 

50 

70 

91 

50 

143 

197 

551 

76 

69 

T2 

72 

70 

78 

369 

76 

69 

54 

54 

60 

60 

297 

56 

51 

54 

52 

52 

35 

26 * 

1076 

1069 

929 

770 

398 

209 

3367 

1087 

1099 

1021 

1269 

1102 

1610 

6097 

1094 

1069 

954 

736 

466 

350 

3619 

1126 

1348 

1272 

1041 

1269 

660 

9766 

1122 

1709 

1807 

1779 

1438 

963 

7776 

1069 

1709 

1687 

1779 

1409 

1226 

8006 

282 

278 

264 

264 

262 

262 

1330 

aS2 

259 

226 

226 

226 

226 

1167 

5 

12 

20 

17 

17 

17 

7 

68 

200 

127 

121 

-09 

101 

100 

558 

50 

26 

24 

23 

25 

29 

125 

50 

31 

29 

28 

30 

30 

146 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

10 

2 

9 

8 

6 

8 

8 

37 

4027 

4349 

4202 

3530 

2340 

2490 

16919 

4032 

4784 

9043 

9042 

4146 

4436 

23493 

3964 

4668 

4749 

4144 

2902 

24l4 

10097 

924 

923 

904 

070 

664 



— 

942 

940 

901 

875 

683 

880 

4467 

4951 

9272 

3106 

4416 

3224 

... 



4974 

5724 

5971 

5917 

5029 

5326 

27940 


a/ Include* Advanced I CBN 



SUMMARY OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED (PA) 
SERVICE PROPOSED (SP) AND RECOMMENDED 
TOA FOB STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES (MILLION 


*) 


Fticai yeari ~ 

m> I ita 1 >— l t*n 1 _jWL 


I \ TOTAL FY 1966-72 


Air Defense 

Manned Interceptors 
HOI Recommended 

Service Proposed 

F-102 Recoomended & Service Proposed 
P-104 Recommended 

Service Proposed 
F-106 Recowsended 

Service Proposed 
F-12 Recommended 

Service Proposed 
Air National Guard 
F-102 Re commended 

Service Proposed 
F-106 Recommended 

Service Proposed 
Surface to Air Missiles 
BQHARC Recommended 

Service Proposed 

Nike- Hercules (Regular) Recommended A 

Service Proposed 

Nlke-HerculeB (ARNG) Recommended A Service Proposed 
Hawk (Regular) Recommended A Service Proposed 
Nike-X Recommended 

Service Proposed 
SAM-D Recommended 

Service Proposed 

Warning. Control A Surveillance Systems 
Combat Centers Recommended 

Service Proposed 
Direction Centers Recommended 

Service proposed 

BUIC Recommended 

Service Proposed 

SAM Fire Co-ordination Centers RecasaandedAServ.Prop. 
Surveillance Radars Recommended 

Service Proposed 
DBW Radars Recoraae ruled 

Service Proposed 

AEW Aircraft, EC 121 Recommended 

Service proposed 

AMACS Recommended 

Service Proposed 


97 

90 

60 

101 

113 

100 

23 

3 

- 

22 

6 

7 

22 

6 

7 

122 

U5 

95 

122 

117 

97 

10 

. 

- 

10 

60 

445 

104 

108 

113 

104 

100 

113 

’ 

- 

- 

’3 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

119 

123 

U9 

66 

66 

67 

15 

11 

10 

446 

402 

299 

446 

639 

677 

20 

74 

103 

13 

12 

11 

13 

12 

11 

59 

56 

51 

67 

63 

57 

27 

32 

22 

27 

36 

30 

. 16 

38 

47 

213 

224 

233 

224 

244 

211 

40 

4l 

41 

35 

35 

35 

49 

50 

49 

55 

57 

57 

3 

4l 

65 

3 

41 

105 


41 

45 

45 

99 

7 

102 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

6 

95 

95 

95 

97 

96 

137 




503 

534 

511 

121 

125 

125 

121 

125 

122 




- 

- 

2 

12 

12 

11 

12 

12 

9 

110 

114 

114 

66 

66 

66 

10 

10 

10 

197 

122 

100 

1575 

203 1 

1900 

59 

300 

554 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

51 

51 

51 

56 

55 

55 

17 

19 

19 

20 

28 

20 

14 

14 

14 

205 

194 

201 

207 

196 

190 

41 

40 

40 

35 

34 

34 

49 

49 

49 

56 

55 

41 

60 

20 

- 

519 

100 

T7 


201 

519 

3 

36 

35 

495 

544 


592 

509 


61 

59 

508 


331 

51 

1120 

7020 


1090 


57 

56 

260 

266 


109 

150 

127 

1057 

1048 

203 

173 

246 

266 

206 

1002 


SUtMARY (coat'd) 


Micelle and Space Defense 

Surveillance and Warning System 
SMEWS - 474L Re c amended 

Service Proposed 

Boob Alans Syaten Reccumended & Service Proposed 
B PAS UR Radar Recceneoded & Service Proposed 
Over-the-Horlson (440L) Fectsaaended 

Service Proposed 

Bpacetrack. 4961 Recocaaended 

Service Proposed 


59 

58 

61 

55 

59 

64 

6l 

56 

4 

4 

4 

4 

7 

5 

5 

5 

23 

26 

14 

10 

24 

28 
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Command, Control Coanunl oat ions 
Support, Adv. Plying 
Training 
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